The world's second most populous language family straddles the Himalayas along the northern and southern flanks. The Trans-Himalayan language phylum has been known by various names since it was first recognized in 1823, such as Tibeto-Burman, Sino-Himalayan, Indo-Chinese, Sino-Tibetan and Sino-Kiranti. Each label presumes a different model of phylogenetic relationship. It is high time that empirically unsupported models be discarded. The structure of the language family as a whole is presented with special reference to Sinitic. The Trans-Himalayan model is amenable to accommodating new historical linguistic insights and can better inform other disciplines about ethnolinguistic prehistory than the competing language family models.
Fig.1. The Trans-Himalayan phylum identified by Julius von Klaproth in his polyphyletic view of Asian linguistic
stocks [1] . He explicitly excluded languages today known to be Kradai or Daic (e.g. Thai, Lao, Shan), Austroasiatic (e.g. Mon, Vietnamese, Nicobarese, Khmer) and Altaic (e.g. Japanese, Korean, Mongolic, Turkic) proposed the first polyphyletic view of Asian linguistic stocks ( Fig.1 ) [1] , at variance with Leyden's all-encompassing Indo-Chinese and Müller's Turanian theory. Klaproth recognized that Tibetan, Burmese and Chinese belonged to a single language phylum. He excluded Vietnamese, Thai, Mon, Khmer, Nicobarese and Japanese as belonging to different phyla. His arguments were based on shared roots in the inherited lexicon vs. borrowed vocabulary. The term Tibeto-Burman gained currency for the language family recognized by Klaproth. The term gained currency in English and was widely used by scholars in the British Isles, such as Robert Cust, Charles Forbes and Bernard Houghton [2] [3] [4] .
Mandarin represented not an original, but a derived state
In 1860, Carl Richard Lepsius proposed that Chinese tones had arisen from the merger of initials and the loss of finals based on correspondences between Chinese and Tibetan [5] . He argued that entire syllables had been lost in Chinese and that Chinese ideograms once represented words which may often have contained more than just the root syllables whose reflexes survive in the modern pronunciations. This view contrasted with the opinion propagated by many linguists that Chinese had remained typologically unchanged and 'without inflection, without agglutination' for millennia, e.g. Chalmers [6] . The view promulgated by Lepsius later inspired the work of the Swedish scholar Klas Bernhard Johannes Karlgren 高 本 漢 who undertook the first reconstruction of Old Chinese in accordance with the principles of the comparative method.
Old fault lines: Tibeto-Burman vs. Indo-Chinese
In Paris, Julius von Klaproth and Jean Jacques Huot stressed the distinction between linguistic affinity and biological ancestry, but not everybody was listening. Grammatical typology inspired language typologists such as Heymann Steinthal, Ernest Renan and Arthur de Gobineau to rank Chinese and Thai together on the lowest rung of the evolutionary ladder of language development based on their 'monosyllabicity' and lack of inflection. According to these scholars, Chinese and Thai were related and were not close to the morphologically more complex 'Tibeto-Burman' languages. Struggling within a besieged Indo-Chinese paradigm John Leyden's fantastic Indo-Chinese theory posited that all the languages of eastern Asia and 'of the regions which lie between India and China, and the greater part of the islanders in the eastern sea… exhibit the same mixed origin'. This grandiose idea was not the most informed theory of linguistic relationship, even when it was first introduced in 1806. Meanwhile, Frederick de Houtman had already recognized the Austronesian family [7] , to which Julius von Klaproth would later add the Formosan languages [8] . Phillip Johann von Strahlenberg recognized the contours of the Altaic family [9] , to which Philipp Franz Balthazar von Siebold later added Japanese [10] , and George William Aston included Korean [11] .Francis Mason recognized Austroasiatic as a separate 'Mon-KhmerKolarian' family [12] . Therefore, Indo-Chinese was under siege.
Scholars struggling within the Indo-Chinese paradigm were gradually compelled to accept that Austronesian, Altaic and finally also Austroasiatic represented distinct language phyla. In Munich, Ernst Kuhn narrowed Indo-Chinese down to 'die Sprachen von Tibet [13, 14] , Barma, Siam und China', i.e. the languages of Tibet, Burma, Siam and China. Therefore, the chinoisierie of racial linguistic typology gave rise to an Indo-Chinese theory of relationship which opposed the 'Tibeto-Burman' languages to the structurally simpler Sinitic and Kradai languages. However, the truncated 'Tibeto-Burman' of the Indo-Chinese model was not at all the same thing as Julius von Klaproth's original Tibeto-Burman which included Sinitic but excluded Kradai. By contrast, the Indo-Chinese model relegated Sinitic and Kradai together to a separate branch.
In 1856, Wilhelm Schott warned against the use of the term 'Indo-Chinese'. He foresaw that those who used the label would continue to think in terms of the erroneous phylogenetic model which the name designated. Yet many German scholars adopted the false Indo-Chinese model and divided the family into an eastern branch, 'Siamesisch-Chinesisch', and a western branch, 'Tibeto-Barmanisch', e.g. Georg von der Gabelentz [15] , Émile Forchhammer [16] , Ernst Kuhn [13, 14] [24] . Since Haudricourt [25] , the areal nature has been recognized of the trend toward tonogenesis in Hmong-Mien, Daic, Austroasiatic and Tibeto-Burman languages of East and Southeast Asia. Emeneau identified the Indian subcontinent as a linguistic area on the basis of numerous phonetic and typological structural features shared across genetic boundaries [26, 27] .
Despite its Platonic essentialist premises and its general semantic imprecision, the World Atlas of Linguistic Structures vividly illustrates the non-random geographical distribution of both phonetic and gross structural features [28] . Today the work of Matisoff's student Randy LaPolla ignores all this literature and attempts to redeem the Indo-Chinese bifurcation of the family into Sinitic and non-Sinitic on the basis of a handful of syntactic typological features. This is no longer racial typology, but it is not historical linguistics either, and it has no phylogenetic relevance. It is salubrious to keep in mind that some people with strong opinions about the internal phylogeny of the language family are not historical linguists. Scholars who used the label 'Sino-Tibetan' in the past and who use the term in the present, whether intentionally or unwittingly, continue to use the term 'Tibeto-Burman', not in its original meaning, but in the 'Indo-Chinese' sense of all non-Sinitic languages ostensibly constituting a valid subgroup within the family. Historically, Indo-Chinese or Sino-Tibetan has always represented the less informed view. The term Sino-Tibetan denotes a specific phylogenetic model which is empirically unsupported by even a single sound law or lexical innovation that could demonstrate that all non-Sinitic languages form a coherent subgroup. In short, there is no such thing as a Sino-Tibetan language family.
Establishing the internal phylogeny of the language family
Most languages of the Tibeto-Burman family are still undescribed or only scantily documented, but that fact does not excuse scholars who presume to hold opinions about the gross phylogeny of the language family from studying all the languages that have already been documented, nor will it suffice to define all non-Sinitic languages negatively in terms of their not having Sinitic features. Epistemologically, the default model remains Julius von Klaproth's 1823 theory.
The 1823 Parisian agnostic default model is becoming increasingly accepted today, as it once was in the more well-informed scholarly circles in Europe by virtue of the fact that it is the scientifically neutral and empirically best supported model. The burden of proof is on those who advocate special theories, such as Sino-Tibetan, which presumes a phylogenetic granfalloon 'Tibeto-Burman', encompassing all non-Sinitic languages and for which no historical linguistic evidence has ever been In his Austronesian handbook, Blust writes: 'The Sino-Austronesian hypothesis is the product of an idée fixe' [29] . Most historical linguists tend to dismiss or ignore Sino-Austronesian. Sagart's internal phylogeny of Formosan languages is also rejected by Blust, Winter and Teng & Ross [29] [30] [31] . The kindest review of Sagart's theory in print is my review of the Sino-Austronesian hypothesis [32] . If not just attributable to chance, the purported correspondences could be a residue of early contact between Austronesian and the Sinitic or Sino-Bodic branch of Tibeto-Burman during the Lóngshān interaction sphere along the eastern seaboard during the fourth and third millennia BC.
The challenge of the Fallen Leaves model
The Fallen Leaves model developed in the 1990s is no definitive phylogeny by definition. Although agnostic about higher-order subgrouping, the model does not deny that there is a family tree whose structure must be ascertained by historical linguistic methods. The continuing identification of subgroups presents a challenge to the current generation and to future generations of historical linguists to reconstruct the internal phylogeny of Tibeto-Burman on the basis of reliable data and regular sound laws, and not to accept false family trees that we inherit from our mentors or find in the literature without the support of conventional historical comparative evidence.
Some linguistic subgroups such as Gongduk and Black Mountain Mönpa were only discovered and identified as recently as the 1990s. There are probably more subgroups Incorporated into the 2011 diagram are the rGyal-rongic subgroup, proposed and validated by Sun [33, 34] , and Siangic, for which evidence has been presented by Post and Blench [35] . Black Mountain Mönpa was likewise identified as a distinct subgroup. Subgroups yet to be incorporated into future diagrams include Ersuish, for which evidence has been presented by Yu [36] , and a Naish subgroup has been proposed [37] .
An old higher-order subgrouping hypothesis is Sino-Bodic. Julius von Klaproth observed that Tibetan and Chinese appeared to be more closely related to each other than either were to Burmese [1] . Walter Simon and R.A.D. Forrest adduced lexical evidence which suggested a closer relationship between Chinese and Tibetan within the family [38] [39] [40] [41] [42] .
Robert Shafer repeatedly stated that the linguistic evidence indicated that Sinitic was just one of many divisions in the family and that a closer genetic affinity obtained between Sinitic and Bodic than between any other two major 'divisions' [43] [44] [45] [46] [47] . Nicholas Bodman adduced evidence indicating a closer relationship between Sinitic and Bodic and proposed the term 'Sino-Himalayan' for the family [20, 21] . I proposed the name 'Sino-Bodic' and adduced lexical evidence [48] . Matisoff protested [49] , but most of the Sino-Bodic evidence still stands [32] . Meanwhile, there is no evidence for the truncated 'Tibeto-Burman' of the Sino-Tibetanists in the form of innovations shared by all non-Sinitic languages. Matisoff publicly softened his stance vis-à-vis Klaproth's original Tibeto-Burman theory in 2009, and possible new evidence for Sino-Bodic keeps trickling in, e.g. Nathan Hill, Zhèngzhāng Shàngfāng [50, 51] .
The term 'Trans-Himalayan' is a neutral geographical term for the family proposed in 2004, by analogy to 'Afro-Asiatic'. Afro-Asiatic, a term coined in 1914, has replaced the term Hamito-Semitic for similar reasons, i.e. Hamitic was shown not to be a valid subgroup. Trans-Himalayan is the superior label because it designates an agnostic approach with respect to the internal phylogeny of the linguistic phylum, which is amenable to new inputs. By contrast, the term 'Sino-Tibetan' designates a false family tree model, and the term 'Tibeto-Burman' is used in the literature in two different meanings, one by scholars following Julius von Klaproth's polyphyletic framework and another by the Sino-Tibetanists.
A layered view of ethnolinguistic prehistory
Linguistic research findings from within the Trans-Himalayan paradigm can inform a chronologically layered view of ethnolinguistic prehistory. Not only do historical linguistics, archaeology and genetics present three distinct and independent windows on the past. Even on a logarithmically distorted time scale the time depth accessible to historical linguistics can be seen to be far shallower than the prehistorical depth accessible to the other disciplines. This discrepancy in time depth emboldens us to speculate that beyond the linguistically reconstructible past there must have been an early eastward and northward spread into East Asia, probably including the linguistic ancestors of modern Tibeto-Burman language communities. Then there must have been a number of discrete expansions in different directions at different times in the past.
1. A post-glacial northward wave of peopling at a time depth beyond what is generally held to be linguistically reconstructible by historical linguists.
2. A northeasterly spread of ancient Tibeto-Burmans to the putative early locus of Sino-Bodic.
3. An incremental spread of various ancient Tibeto-Burman groups throughout the Himalayas, where there is both linguistic and genetic evidence of pre-Tibeto-Burman populations.
4. A southward spread of Sino-Bodic, suggested by archaeology, genes and language, bringing Sino-Bodic groups, including Sinitic, into contact with the ancient Hmong-Mien, the early Austroasiatics, the Austronesians and a number of other Tibeto-Burman groups.
5. A Bodic spread across the Tibetan plateau spilling over into the Himalayas, as evinced by the distribution of Bodish, East Bodish, Tamangic, West Himalayish and several other groups.
Following these tentatively reconstructed prehistoric stages of peopling, there were the historically attested ethnolinguistic dispersals:
6. The historically documented Hàn spread, clearly evinced in linguistics and genetics, probably assimilating non-Tibeto-Burman as well as other Tibeto-Burman groups.
7. The historically documented spread of Bodish (i.e. Tibetic) across the Tibetan plateau.
